balance of forces within each coalition, and the balance of forces between coalitions. The game between partners is, therefore, nested inside the game between coalitions.
Technically, the partners of each coalition will be considered to be playing a game with variable payoffs. The payoffs vary according to the outcome of a (competitive) game between coalitions.
Substantively, Nested Games are a way of transplanting context into game theory. In fact, instead of assuming that people play games in a vacuum, it shows that these games are embedded in some higher-order network. In my approach this higher-order game determines the payoffs of the players. Parties therefore find themselves in a situation where their payoffs vary according to the specific balance of forces between coalitions, and have to choose strategies that will have implications for the balance of forces both within each coalition and between coalitions.
Several social and political situations represent a structure which can be captured adequately by the Nested Games framework. Class conflict can be modelled in terms of Nested Games, because each social class confronts the other, while facing its own collective action problem, and political influence will ultimately depend on which class solves the collective action problem more effectively. Or the balance of forces might be so favourable to the one side that it does not need to overcome its collective action problem.3 Factions within political parties face similar Nested Games. Their decision to split from, or remain inside, the party will have implications in the national political game. Primary elections in the United States present another case where the same framework can be useful. Competition between candidates for party nominations may leave incurable wounds, and thereby handicap a party's chances of winning. So initiatives undertaken in the primaries have to be regarded (both by the actors and by observers) as having an impact on the general election.
The framework is general enough to permit empirical tests in different situations. For reasons that will become obvious, the French elections of 1978 have been chosen as the test case. The article is organized into the following sections. Firstly, the choice of France as a case study will be explained and the possible outcomes of French elections will be presented diagrammatically so as to facilitate intuitive speculations about choices of party strategies (Section I). Secondly, the theoretical framework of Nested Games will be presented, in order to examine the validity of these intuitions (Section II). Thirdly, empirical proposi- balance of forces within each coalition, and the balance of forces between coalitions. The game between partners is, therefore, nested inside the game between coalitions.
The framework is general enough to permit empirical tests in different situations. For reasons that will become obvious, the French elections of 1978 have been chosen as the test case. The article is organized into the following sections. Firstly, the choice of France as a case study will be explained and the possible outcomes of French elections will be presented diagrammatically so as to facilitate intuitive speculations about choices of party strategies (Section I). Secondly, the theoretical framework of Nested Games will be presented, in order to examine the validity of these intuitions (Section II). Thirdly, empirical proposi-balance of forces within each coalition, and the balance of forces between coalitions. The game between partners is, therefore, nested inside the game between coalitions.
The framework is general enough to permit empirical tests in different situations. For reasons that will become obvious, the French elections of 1978 have been chosen as the test case. The article is organized into the following sections. Firstly, the choice of France as a case study will be explained and the possible outcomes of French elections will be presented diagrammatically so as to facilitate intuitive speculations about choices of party strategies (Section I). Secondly, the theoretical framework of Nested Games will be presented, in order to examine the validity of these intuitions (Section II). Thirdly, empirical proposi- tions derived from the theory of Nested Games will be tested with French electoral data (Section III). Fourthly, an anomaly in the data will lead to the distinction between visible and invisible politics, and to laws that rule this distinction (Section IV). Finally, Section v will summarize and discuss the argument.
I: WHY FRANCE?
The French Fifth Republic is an excellent case for studying the stability of coalitions. Under the Fifth Republic, and at least up to 1984, the four major political families (the Gaullists, currently named the RPR; the Giscardians, currently called the UDF; the Socialists, called the PS since 1971; and the Communists, the PCF) formed two competing coalitions, the Right and the Left. The competition between the Right and the Left led to the progressive elimination (under the Fifth Republic) of centre parties.4 Duverger describes this system as quadrille bipolaire and explains that its mechanics are due to the particular electoral system which is used in the French Fifth Republic (with the exception of the 1986 elections), namely the two-round plurality system in the National Assembly elections.5 In each constituency (arrondissement), each of the four major political families presents candidates for the first round of voting. If no candidate receives an absolute majority, then a second round is held one week later. The party that came second within each coalition usually endorses and supports the strongest candidate of the coalition (desistenment). This intra-coalition discipline is the result of agreements between the parties but is not enforced by the electoral law. Due to the difficulty of sticking to this decision, cases of 'triangular competition' (one candidate from one coalition and two candidates from the other competing against each other) have been reported in France.
At the national level, the stability of French coalitions has been challenged several times. tions derived from the theory of Nested Games will be tested with French electoral data (Section III). Fourthly, an anomaly in the data will lead to the distinction between visible and invisible politics, and to laws that rule this distinction (Section IV). Finally, Section v will summarize and discuss the argument.
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The French Fifth Republic is an excellent case for studying the stability of coalitions. Under the Fifth Republic, and at least up to 1984, the four major political families (the Gaullists, currently named the RPR; the Giscardians, currently called the UDF; the Socialists, called the PS since 1971; and the Communists, the PCF) formed two competing coalitions, the Right and the Left. The competition between the Right and the Left led to the progressive elimination (under the Fifth Republic) of centre parties.4 Duverger describes this system as quadrille bipolaire and explains that its mechanics are due to the particular electoral system which is used in the French Fifth Republic (with the exception of the 1986 elections), namely the two-round plurality system in the National Assembly elections.5 In each constituency (arrondissement), each of the four major political families presents candidates for the first round of voting. If no candidate receives an absolute majority, then a second round is held one week later. The party that came second within each coalition usually endorses and supports the strongest candidate of the coalition (desistenment). This intra-coalition discipline is the result of agreements between the parties but is not enforced by the electoral law. Due to the difficulty of sticking to this decision, cases of 'triangular competition' (one candidate from one coalition and two candidates from the other competing against each other) have been reported in France. At the national level, the stability of French coalitions has been challenged several times. This history of conflict and co-operation is not unique. In all European democracies parties join or leave coalition governments; the cases of the French Fourth Republic and Italy are the most obvious examples. What is unique to France is that both the co-operative and the competitive forces are magnified in front of the public because the electoral system favours both competition (in the first round) and co-operation (in the second round).
Duverger has demonstrated the implications of electoral laws for party systems.6 Under proportional representation the parties stress their differences to the electorate. After the election, government coalitions are formed and the previous pre-electoral competitiveness is replaced by co-operation within the government (at least as long as the coalition lasts). In plurality electoral systems, the two major parties try to build their electoral coalitions and reduce intraparty differences in front of the public as the elections approach.
In France, however, each party must do two things. It must affirm its own political line (otherwise it will lose its supporters in the first round); but in the second round it has to promote the coalition. This situation is very similar to the American, in which primaries are followed by Congressional or Presidential elections. The important difference is that in the United States a National Convention or the simple passage of time may heal the wounds of the primaries;7 in France, the two rounds are only seven days apart, so the parties do not have time to change their strategies. It is the simultaneity of elections and the visibility of strategies (coalitions are made before the election, and in front of the electorate) that makes the study of French politics so suitable for the theory of coalitions.
If the two partners of a coalition go too far in criticizing each other in the first round, they will not have the time to change their strategies in the second round, even if they wish to. The votes of the loser within each coalition will not be transferred to the winner, and, therefore, in the decisive second round the coalition might lose because it has been too competitive in the first round. On the other hand, if a party is not critical enough towards its partner in the first round, it might lose the crucial votes which would make it the frontrunner in that round and thereby give it the right to represent the coalition in the decisive second round (and maybe win the seat).
Having set out the situation which we seek to model, let us now lay out the model itself. We shall begin by considering a single constituency represented in a particular space. This representation will improve our understanding of the dynamics of cohesion and competition at the local level.
Ignore for the moment the internal divisions of the Right, and the existence of smaller parties of both the Right and the Left, and consider the following (sim- This history of conflict and co-operation is not unique. In all European democracies parties join or leave coalition governments; the cases of the French Fourth Republic and Italy are the most obvious examples. What is unique to France is that both the co-operative and the competitive forces are magnified in front of the public because the electoral system favours both competition (in the first round) and co-operation (in the second round).
Ignore for the moment the internal divisions of the Right, and the existence of smaller parties of both the Right and the Left, and consider the following (sim- It can be shown that the sum of the distances for any point inside the triangle to the sides of the triangle is equal to the altitude of the triangle. This geometric property can be used to map different electoral outcomes in a three-party contest on points inside the equilateral triangle. Each side of the triangle will be named after a party (or coalition), and the distances of any point M from each side of the triangle will represent the percentage of the vote of the corresponding party (or coalition). By definition (if we ignore other parties) these percentages sum to 100 per cent, so if the altitude of the triangle is 100, there is a perfect correspondence between the percentage of the vote of a party and the distance from the corresponding side of the triangle. Figure 1 represents the electoral outcome in a constituency where the Right coalition received 40 per cent of the vote, the Socialists 35 per cent and the Communists the remaining 25 per cent. Once the mechanics of this particular spatial representation are understood, it can provide interesting intuitions. One additional reason for the reader to become familiar with this particular representation of outcomes is that, as will be argued later, the distribution of constituencies on this outcome space accounts for the variations in the cohesion of coalitions. It can be shown that the sum of the distances for any point inside the triangle to the sides of the triangle is equal to the altitude of the triangle. This geometric property can be used to map different electoral outcomes in a three-party contest on points inside the equilateral triangle. Each side of the triangle will be named after a party (or coalition), and the distances of any point M from each side of the triangle will represent the percentage of the vote of the corresponding party (or coalition). By definition (if we ignore other parties) these percentages sum to 100 per cent, so if the altitude of the triangle is 100, there is a perfect correspondence between the percentage of the vote of a party and the distance from the corresponding side of the triangle. With respect to electoral outcomes, one can distinguish two sensitive zones: the vertical zone around the segment RR', and the horizontal zone around C'S' (see Figure 3) . Electoral outcomes inside the vertical zone are uncertain about which of the two partners will represent the Left in the second round. One might expect that in this area the competitive aspect of party politics would win over the co-operative one. Note also that the nature of the competition is very different if the Left is expected to win a seat (lower part) or to lose one (upper part). In the former case, a seat is at stake, while in the latter case, only an honorary title is at stake.
Electoral outcomes anticipated to be inside the horizontal zone of Figure 3 are uncertain as to which coalition will win. The co-operative aspect of intracoalition politics is therefore likely to dominate. With respect to electoral outcomes, one can distinguish two sensitive zones: the vertical zone around the segment RR', and the horizontal zone around C'S' (see Figure 3) . Electoral outcomes inside the vertical zone are uncertain about which of the two partners will represent the Left in the second round. One might expect that in this area the competitive aspect of party politics would win over the co-operative one. Note also that the nature of the competition is very different if the Left is expected to win a seat (lower part) or to lose one (upper part). In the former case, a seat is at stake, while in the latter case, only an honorary title is at stake.
Electoral outcomes anticipated to be inside the horizontal zone of Figure 3 are uncertain as to which coalition will win. The co-operative aspect of intracoalition politics is therefore likely to dominate. In summary, co-operation is likely when a seat is at stake (horizontal zone), while competition is likely when the two partners are almost equivalent in size (vertical zone). However, these geometrically-generated political intuitions are incomplete in several ways. Firstly, the two zones are not mutually exclusive; our intuitions will therefore be in conflict at the intersection of the two zones (the area around G) where each partner of the Left has approximately 25 per cent of the vote. Secondly, the two zones are not collectively exhaustive of the outcome space; thus, for points outside the zones we have no predictions at all. Thirdly, the two zones are not defined in any theoretical or precise way; it is therefore difficult to say whether a point belongs to each one of them or not. Can we then deal with these circumstances within the same framework? It is to this question that we now turn.
II. THEORY OF NESTED GAMES
Let us now have a closer look at the game between the two partners of a coalition. Assume that each party has two alternative strategies: to co-operate with its partner (C) or to defect (D). By 'co-operation' I mean the promotion of the coalition's interests, and by defection the promotion of partisan interests and open criticism of the partner. Clearly, in the real world coalition and partisan interests need not necessarily be in conflict, nor are parties restricted to two alternative strategies. For example, one can promote partisan interests without explicitly criticizing the coalition partner, or by attacking the partner directly or indirectly. These assumptions will be relaxed shortly, and replaced with probabilistic statements. For the time being, however, let us examine the outcomes of this two-player game and try to imagine the payoffs for the two players. A party (player) benefits most when it follows a partisan line, while its partner In summary, co-operation is likely when a seat is at stake (horizontal zone), while competition is likely when the two partners are almost equivalent in size (vertical zone). However, these geometrically-generated political intuitions are incomplete in several ways. Firstly, the two zones are not mutually exclusive; our intuitions will therefore be in conflict at the intersection of the two zones (the area around G) where each partner of the Left has approximately 25 per cent of the vote. Secondly, the two zones are not collectively exhaustive of the outcome space; thus, for points outside the zones we have no predictions at all. Thirdly, the two zones are not defined in any theoretical or precise way; it is therefore difficult to say whether a point belongs to each one of them or not. Can we then deal with these circumstances within the same framework? It is to this question that we now turn.
Let us now have a closer look at the game between the two partners of a coalition. Assume that each party has two alternative strategies: to co-operate with its partner (C) or to defect (D). By 'co-operation' I mean the promotion of the coalition's interests, and by defection the promotion of partisan interests and open criticism of the partner. Clearly, in the real world coalition and partisan interests need not necessarily be in conflict, nor are parties restricted to two alternative strategies. For example, one can promote partisan interests without explicitly criticizing the coalition partner, or by attacking the partner directly or indirectly. These assumptions will be relaxed shortly, and replaced with probabilistic statements. For the time being, however, let us examine the outcomes of this two-player game and try to imagine the payoffs for the two players. A party (player) benefits most when it follows a partisan line, while its partner promotes the interests of the coalition; in terms of strategies, when it uses D, while its partner uses C. This most preferred outcome for player i is called Ti (for temptation). The worst possible outcome is the converse situation: when a party carries the weight of the coalition, while the partner promotes its own interests. This is the intersection of strategy C with D of the opponent. This least preferred outcome is.called Si (for sucker). The other two possible outcomes are mutual co-operation with payoffs Ri (for reward), and mutual defection with payoffs Pi (for penalty) for player i. We know that both these payoffs lie in the [Si,Ti] interval, but we do not know which of the two outcomes is preferred by each player. Disregarding ties, two orderings are possible:
and Ti> Ri > Pi > Si.
If (1) describes the preferences of parties, then the game between parties is known as Deadlock, and parties would never form coalitions, because when a party defects, it gets either the best, or the second-best outcome. If co-operation is to occur, the order described in (1) cannot hold.
If (2) holds, then the game between the parties is a Prisoners' Dilemma game. Each player is better off using a partisan strategy (no matter what the other party does), but if they both pursue this strategy, they find themselves worse off than if they had promoted the coalition.
Two more orderings of payoffs are possible and theoretically interesting:
and Ri > Ti > Pi > Si.
If (3) holds, the game between the two coalition partners is known as Chicken where the worst possible outcome for each partner is mutual defection. If (4) holds, the game is known as an Assurance Game where the best possible outcome is produced by mutual co-operation. Table 1 represents the game between partners at the national level, which is most likely to be a Prisoners' Dilemma game.9 But this is not the only game in town. In fact, it is subsumed in a competitive game between coalitions. The parliamentary seats accrue to the stronger member of the winning coalition. The incentives for co-operation or defection are therefore, modified by the electoral game at the constituency level. What are the mechanics of these nested games? To answer this question we shall proceed as follows: (i) a new payoff matrix will be constructed, in order to take into account the utility of events at the constituency level (like winning a seat or helping your partner win a seat); (ii) the impact of the new payoff matrix on the likelihood of co-operation will be assessed.
9 Arguments can be made that (3) or (4) hold and that, therefore, the game is Chicken or Assurance. These modifications of the payoff matrix, however, while important by themselves, will not influence the subsequent results of this article (see G. Tsebelis, 'An Algorithm for Generating Cooperation in a Prisoners' Dilemma Game', Duke University Program in International Political Economy, Working Paper no. 7, 1986).
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Call Vi the utility of a seat to the coalition for party i. This utility will differ according to whether the seat goes to party i, or to its partner. Call these two different possible values of Vi, Wi (for Win) and Ai (for Ally winning) respectively. The values of W. and Ai are an empirical matter. It seems reasonable, however, to assume that in all cases Wi > Ai, since it is better for a self-interested player, such as a party, to win a seat than to leave it for its partner. Moreover, the value of Ai may be negative; a party might prefer its partner to lose the seat. Local rivalries, or long-term considerations, might account for such payoffs.
The expected value of a seat can now be calculated as the product of its utility (V1) and the probability of winning it (p,). In the case of a disputed seat, the victory can be assured only if both parties co-operate. In the case of competition the stronger partner is likely to forgo the necessary transfer votes in the second 
The expected value of a seat can now be calculated as the product of its utility (V1) and the probability of winning it (p,). In the case of a disputed seat, the victory can be assured only if both parties co-operate. In the case of competition the stronger partner is likely to forgo the necessary transfer votes in the second round and thus lose. This reasoning suggests that the utility of mutual cooperation at the local level is higher than at the national. More precisely, the expected utility of a seat has to be added to the utility of mutual co-operation. In algebraic terms, Ri = Ri' + pvi.
where Ri is the new utility (at the local level), Ri' is the utility at the national level, pv is defined by inequality 5 and Vi is either Wi or Ai. The previous thoughts concern the dispute between coalitions for a parliamentary seat. What happens with the intra-coalitional dispute over who is to represent the coalition in the second round? Call Ui party i's utility from representing the coalition in the second round. If defeat is anticipated, this representation will have purely symbolic meaning. Call REPi the value of Ui in this case. Representation of the coalition may, however, be of paramount importance when a seat is at stake. Call SEi the value of Ui in the case of anticipated victory.
The value of SEi is always positive, and greater than REP, because parties prefer to win seats. However, it is not clear, theoretically, whether the value of REPi is positive or negative. Arguments can be made both ways. A party might prefer to represent the Left, despite the probability of defeat, because it thinks that this would improve its position vis-d-vis its partner, and the probability of winning the seat in the future, with a more favourable balance of forces between coalitions. However, the party might also think that representing the Left when it loses is a liability for the future.
The expected value of representation of a coalition can now be calculated as the product of its utility (Ui) and its probability (Pprox). This expected utility will modify the payoffs at the national level: it will increase the temptation to defect and decrease the sucker's payoff. Indeed, partners will have an additional incentive to be aggressive against each other if they can ensure themselves representation of the coalition, and (maybe) a seat down the road. Conversely being treated as a sucker will be more painful. In algebraic terms Ti = Ti' + Pprox U, (8) and Si = S' -Pprox Ui,
where T, and Si are the new utilities (at the local level), T' and Si' are the utilities at the national level, Pprox is defined by inequality 6 and Ui is either REPi or SEi. Table 2 represents the new payoff matrix (for the Nested Game). For reasons of simplification, only the payoffs of the row player are presented, and the subscript i, therefore, has been dropped.10 The nature of the Nested Game represented by the new matrix is variable. For appropriate values of the different 10 It is, however, useful to remember that all parameters are indexed by party and the value of an additional seat for Communists may be very different from that for Socialists. Consequently, all the comparative statements that follow concern the behaviour of the same party (under different expected outcomes) and not comparisons of different parties. round and thus lose. This reasoning suggests that the utility of mutual cooperation at the local level is higher than at the national. More precisely, the expected utility of a seat has to be added to the utility of mutual co-operation. In algebraic terms, Ri = Ri' + pvi.
The expected value of representation of a coalition can now be calculated as the product of its utility (Ui) and its probability (Pprox). This expected utility will modify the payoffs at the national level: it will increase the temptation to defect and decrease the sucker's payoff. Indeed, partners will have an additional incentive to be aggressive against each other if they can ensure themselves representation of the coalition, and (maybe) a seat down the road. Conversely being treated as a sucker will be more painful. In algebraic terms
and Si = S' -Pprox Ui,
where T, and Si are the new utilities (at the local level), T' and Si' are the utilities at the national level, Pprox is defined by inequality 6 and Ui is either REPi or SEi. Table 2 (
ii) The Cohesion of the Coalitions
It has been proved that in a Prisoners' Dilemma, a Chicken, or an Assurance game, the likelihood of Co-operation increases as the payoffs of Co-operation (R or S) increase, and decreases as the payoffs of Defection (T or P) increase. 1 Let us now examine the impact of variations of payoffs or distances from the lines RR' (tie between partners) and C'S' (tie between coalitions). We can distinguish the following cases:
1. V is negative. If V is negative, the value of winning an additional seat (W) or the value of one's partner winning an additional seat (A) is negative. Earlier we excluded the first but not the second possibility. If A is negative, the closer an ally is to winning a seat, the higher the probability of winning (inequality 5), and the more the reward from mutual co-operation (R in Table 2 ) decreases. However, the more R decreases, the more Defect becomes an attractive strategy, because its dominance becomes more pronounced. So, if A is negative, that is, if for one party the value of its partner winning a seat is negative, then the closer the coalition is to disputing the seat the more likely the party is to undermine its partner. (
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Proposition 1. The cohesion of a coalition increases the closer the anticipated outcome is to a tie between coalitions when V is positive. It decreases when V is negative.
3. U is positive. When U is positive the value of winning a seat (SE), or simply representing the Left (REP) is positive. We have provided arguments why this is always the case for SE and true, most of the time, for REP. It is always true that the closer the anticipated result is to a tie between partners, the higher the probability of a tie (inequality 6), so, as Table 2 indicates, if U is positive the value of T (the temptation to Defect) increases, and the value of S decreases (fear of being cheated increases). This means that the dominance of Defection becomes more pronounced and, therefore, the choice of strategy D is more likely.
U is negative. Similar reasoning for U when negative indicates that the cohesion of the coalition increases when the two partners are approximately equal. We have argued that the condition for this event to occur is if a party does not want to represent the Left when it is about to lose (REP < 0). We can summarize these results in the following proposition:
Proposition 2. The cohesion of a coalition decreases the closer the anticipated outcome is to a tie between partners when U is positive. It increases when U is negative.
Taken together, Propositions 1 and 2 indicate (1) that most of the time (except when the value of the victory of a seat by the ally is negative), the cohesion of a coalition increases when the anticipated outcome is close to a tie between coalitions; and (2) that most of the time (except when the value of representing the coalition when it is about to lose is negative), the cohesion of a coalition decreases when the anticipated outcome is close to a tie between partners within the coalition.
The most simple algebraic representation of these two propositions is the following equation:12 cohesion = c + (aV)victory -(bU)proximity (10) where cohesion stands for the cohesion of the coalition, c is a constant, victory stands for the closeness of the anticipated outcome to a tie between coalitions, and proximity stands for the closeness of the anticipated outcome to a tie 12 Equation 5 can be formally derived as a Taylor series first-order approximation of the likelihood of mutual co-operation (that is cohesion), if one uses the chain rule, since the signs of the required first derivatives are given in the text. This remark indicates that one could increase the precision of approximation, and use non-linear estimation routines for the empirical part. However, since this approach is a first approximation, I shall not follow this direction here. the proximity to victory. We can summarize these results in the following proposition: Proposition 1. The cohesion of a coalition increases the closer the anticipated outcome is to a tie between coalitions when V is positive. It decreases when V is negative.
3. U is positive. When U is positive the value of winning a seat (SE), or simply representing the Left (REP) is positive. We have provided arguments why this is always the case for SE and true, most of the time, for REP. It is always true that the closer the anticipated result is to a tie between partners, the higher the probability of a tie (inequality 6), so, as Table 2 For these two reasons, both centripetal and centrifugal forces were more pronounced during the 1978 election. Thus this particular election is especially appropriate as a test case for a theory of coalition cohesion: the election results of the 474 constituencies of metropolitan France in 1978 were therefore used as the data base.14 Before proceeding to empirical tests, the variables of the theory have to be operationalized in terms of the data. Two remarks are in order here. Firstly, how do we operationalize the variable 'anticipated outcomes'? The results of the first round will be used as a proxy for this variable. This choice assumes that the parties have a fairly accurate perception of the electoral outcome, a legitimate assumption given the feedback from the electoral campaign that parties receive both from their activists and the polls (which in France can be conducted but not published during the last week of the campaign). Once the anticipated result is equated with the actual result in the first round, the operationalization of the positioning variables victory and proximity is straightforward.
Secondly, how do we operationalize the variable cohesion? I have already argued that if a party does not co-operate with its partner, but instead aggressively denounces its partner's policy positions, then even if this position is modified the day after the first round, its supporters will find it difficult to transfer their votes to the party considered to be their enemy only a few days previously. For these two reasons, both centripetal and centrifugal forces were more pronounced during the 1978 election. Thus this particular election is especially appropriate as a test case for a theory of coalition cohesion: the election results of the 474 constituencies of metropolitan France in 1978 were therefore used as the data base.14 Before proceeding to empirical tests, the variables of the theory have to be operationalized in terms of the data. Two remarks are in order here. Firstly, how do we operationalize the variable 'anticipated outcomes'? The results of the first round will be used as a proxy for this variable. This choice assumes that the parties have a fairly accurate perception of the electoral outcome, a legitimate assumption given the feedback from the electoral campaign that parties receive both from their activists and the polls (which in France can be conducted but not published during the last week of the campaign). Once the anticipated result is equated with the actual result in the first round, the operationalization of the positioning variables victory and proximity is straightforward.
Secondly, how do we operationalize the variable cohesion? I have already argued that if a party does not co-operate with its partner, but instead aggressively denounces its partner's policy positions, then even if this position is modified the day after the first round, its supporters will find it difficult to transfer their votes to the party considered to be their enemy only a few days previously. Competition, therefore, results in the inefficient transfer of votes between the two partners in the second round. I will use the difference between the votefor a coalition in the second round and the sum of the votesfor the coalition partners in thefirst round as the best indicator of the cohesion of the coalition.15
In this discussion, the interaction between party leadership, local party officials and voters is ignored. In fact, the empirical outcomes may be attributed to strategies elaborated at the national or the local level, strategies which were followed precisely by the voters. Alternatively, they can be considered the result of independent decisions made by the voters themselves in the specific political environment. This does not preclude strategic voting (that is, voting contrary to one's nominal preferences) since, as we shall see, parties (or voters) sometimes do not transfer all the votes to their partner (defective transfer of votes). More realistically, one could argue that different parties have different levels of control over their voters and that this control increases ceteris paribus from Right to Left and from moderate to extreme parties. However, this part of the interaction between voters and parties is deliberately ignored. In what follows it will not matter whether vote transfers originate from party headquarters, from local candidates or from the voters themselves. The reasons for this choice are the obvious simplifying consequences for modelling.
One more point needs to be clarified. One might think that the maximum cohesion of a coalition occurs when the votes in the second round are the same as the sum of the partners' votes in the first round. In this case, the partner delivers to the coalition as many votes as it had in the first round. What happens, however, if the coalition gets more votes in the second round than it got in the first? This happens quite frequently in fact given that turnout increases between the two rounds by approximately two percentage points. 16 But if turnout rises in the second round, this may be due to general factors (like the perceived closeness or political significance of the result) rather than specifically local conditions. Thus, cohesion should account for the variance of vote transfers once this general increase in turnout in the second round is taken into account. Therefore, the consistency where the coalition gains the highest percentage point increase in votes is the most cohesive. Note that this conceptualization of the problem leads to more conservative tests because transfer of all the first round votes to the representative of a coalition is no longer considered all a party can do for its partner.
This conceptualization of cohesion leads to the exclusion of several constituencies from the data analysis. Firstly, it excludes all constituencies where the winner was decided in the first round. Secondly, it excludes constituencies with a triangular competition (two candidates of the same coalition running in the In this discussion, the interaction between party leadership, local party officials and voters is ignored. In fact, the empirical outcomes may be attributed to strategies elaborated at the national or the local level, strategies which were followed precisely by the voters. Alternatively, they can be considered the result of independent decisions made by the voters themselves in the specific political environment. This does not preclude strategic voting (that is, voting contrary to one's nominal preferences) since, as we shall see, parties (or voters) sometimes do not transfer all the votes to their partner (defective transfer of votes). More realistically, one could argue that different parties have different levels of control over their voters and that this control increases ceteris paribus from Right to Left and from moderate to extreme parties. However, this part of the interaction between voters and parties is deliberately ignored. In what follows it will not matter whether vote transfers originate from party headquarters, from local candidates or from the voters themselves. The reasons for this choice are the obvious simplifying consequences for modelling.
This conceptualization of cohesion leads to the exclusion of several constituencies from the data analysis. Firstly, it excludes all constituencies where the winner was decided in the first round. Secondly, it excludes constituencies with a triangular competition (two candidates of the same coalition running in the One improvement on these results can be considered: the value of an additional seat is not the same regardless of the identity of the opponent. For example, in France, where the Communist party was excluded from the political game for a long period of time, and the Right-wing parties were deliberately using anti-Communist propaganda to undermine the Socialists, one would expect that the transfer of votes inside the Right would be much easier and more second round). In this case, it would be inappropriate to sum the votes of candidates who run against each other. Thirdly, it excludes constituencies where only one candidate is represented in the second round. In this case, one of the two coalitions could not present a candidate in the second round (owing to the threshold imposed by the electoral law) or would not (because it understood that there was no chance of winning); there is, therefore, no way to measure its cohesion. Of the 474 constituencies, seventy (15 per cent) fall into one of these three categories. The first is by far the most frequent: it includes forty-four constituencies where there was a unique candidate of the Right who won in the first round. Such cases are, in fact, cases of maximum cohesion of the Right; cases where one of the two partners puts the interest of the coalition over its own. Such cases should therefore be included in the accounts of the Right and will be assigned the maximum cohesion (which turns out to be 0.091). On the other hand, they cannot be included in the accounts of the Left because no indication of the cohesion of the Left is given. Thus, our empirical investigation will concern 448 constituencies for the Right, and only 404 constituencies for the Left. One improvement on these results can be considered: the value of an additional seat is not the same regardless of the identity of the opponent. For example, in France, where the Communist party was excluded from the political game for a long period of time, and the Right-wing parties were deliberately using anti-Communist propaganda to undermine the Socialists, one would expect that the transfer of votes inside the Right would be much easier and more second round). In this case, it would be inappropriate to sum the votes of candidates who run against each other. Thirdly, it excludes constituencies where only one candidate is represented in the second round. In this case, one of the two coalitions could not present a candidate in the second round (owing to the threshold imposed by the electoral law) or would not (because it understood that there was no chance of winning); there is, therefore, no way to measure its cohesion. Of the 474 constituencies, seventy (15 per cent) fall into one of these three categories. The first is by far the most frequent: it includes forty-four constituencies where there was a unique candidate of the Right who won in the first round. Such cases are, in fact, cases of maximum cohesion of the Right; cases where one of the two partners puts the interest of the coalition over its own. Such cases should therefore be included in the accounts of the Right and will be assigned the maximum cohesion (which turns out to be 0.091). On the other hand, they cannot be included in the accounts of the Left because no indication of the cohesion of the Left is given. Thus, our empirical investigation will concern 448 constituencies for the Right, and only 404 constituencies for the Left. One improvement on these results can be considered: the value of an additional seat is not the same regardless of the identity of the opponent. For example, in France, where the Communist party was excluded from the political game for a long period of time, and the Right-wing parties were deliberately using anti-Communist propaganda to undermine the Socialists, one would expect that the transfer of votes inside the Right would be much easier and more effective against a Communist than a Socialist opponent. Similar results could be expected for the cohesion of the Left when its Right-wing opponent was the RPR under Jacques Chirac, which was considered very conservative. In fact Jaffre reports survey evidence which corroborates the second conjecture but not the first.17 Table 3 effective against a Communist than a Socialist opponent. Similar results could be expected for the cohesion of the Left when its Right-wing opponent was the RPR under Jacques Chirac, which was considered very conservative. In fact Jaffre reports survey evidence which corroborates the second conjecture but not the first.17 Table 3 , 1980) . 18 With the additional dummy variable for the identity of the adversary. 19 It might be argued that OLS is not appropriate in this case, since the residuals may be correlated. However, the use of OLS will not bias the estimates, but will decrease their efficiency, making hypothesis-testing more conservative. Thus, if OLS coefficients turn out to be statistically significant, this holds afortiori for the GLS coefficients. effective against a Communist than a Socialist opponent. Similar results could be expected for the cohesion of the Left when its Right-wing opponent was the RPR under Jacques Chirac, which was considered very conservative. In fact Jaffre reports survey evidence which corroborates the second conjecture but not the first.17 Table 3 In the absence of a clear strategy for PCF voters, it is not surprising that the vote transfers look like random noise and the fit of the model is poor. This is, however, part of the explanation, and not the most interesting one.
IV. VISIBLE AND INVISIBLE POLITICS
Another way to explain the electoral tactics of the Communist party is to divide the electoral outcomes into two subsets: when the total of Left votes in the first round is over 50 per cent and when it is under 50 per cent. In the first case, the public's attention is concentrated on the weak partner of the winning coalition while, in the second, it is not. The reason is that the weak partner can determine the electoral outcome if the coalition seems to be winning in the first round. A bad transfer of votes is enough to undermine the strong partner and assure the defeat of the coalition. On the other hand, if the total votes of a coalition places it behind the rival coalition in the first round, the excuse can be made that the coalition would lose anyhow, and the attention of the public is focused on the vote transfers of the weak partner of the opponent.
If the previous reasoning is correct, one would expect supporters of the weak partner of a coalition to run to the rescue of their partner (as Section II indicates) only when the combined votes of the coalition place it ahead in the first round, and their game is visible. In this case they attract the attention of the public, and, therefore, expect that they will be sanctioned for failing to support their partner. So 'fair play' will be expected only when the coalition totals more than 50 per cent of the vote in the first round. Let us examine this conjecture with respect to the Communists. Table 4 indicates that the conjecture is correct. The R2 of the model jumps from 0.09 to 0.58, and the coefficients are highly significant with the correct sign.
Were the Communists excellent tacticians after all? Did they behave as they should whenever they were visible? The answer seems to be positive if one considers two pieces of evidence. The first is the survey reported by Jaffre, In the absence of a clear strategy for PCF voters, it is not surprising that the vote transfers look like random noise and the fit of the model is poor. This is, however, part of the explanation, and not the most interesting one.
Were the Communists excellent tacticians after all? Did they behave as they should whenever they were visible? The answer seems to be positive if one considers two pieces of evidence. The first is the survey reported by Jaffre, TABLE 4  TABLE 4  TABLE 4 Cohesion Table 4 indicates, supporters of the other parties adopted exactly the same strategy as the Communists. In fact, the fit of the model and the significance of the coefficients increases substantially when in each case the only constituencies to be considered are the ones where each coalition was ahead in the first round. What happens when a coalition appears to lose in the first round? Table 5 Table 4 indicates, supporters of the other parties adopted exactly the same strategy as the Communists. In fact, the fit of the model and the significance of the coefficients increases substantially when in each case the only constituencies to be considered are the ones where each coalition was ahead in the first round. What happens when a coalition appears to lose in the first round? Table 5 Table 4 indicates, supporters of the other parties adopted exactly the same strategy as the Communists. In fact, the fit of the model and the significance of the coefficients increases substantially when in each case the only constituencies to be considered are the ones where each coalition was ahead in the first round. What happens when a coalition appears to lose in the first round? Table 5 addresses this question. The fit of the model drops sharply and the significance of the coefficients decreases. However, the competitive aspect of coalition partners remains: the closer they are to each other, the more votes there are missing in the second round. On the other hand, the closer the coalitions are to victory, the more partners undermine each other. In view of the theory of Nested Games developed in Section II of this paper, the interpretation of this result is straightforward: each party attributes negative utility to its partner winning an additional seat. So, whenever there is an official excuse, or whenever the attention of the public is not concentrated on its behaviour, each party undermines its own partner. Thus, the difference in behaviour that arises from winning as distinct from losing in the first round can be attributed to the difference in the visibility between the two cases. The pattern of helping the partner when needed if politics are visible, while undermining the partner when invisible, is reflected in the behaviour of the UDF towards the Gaullists, and to both partners of the Left, but it is not observable in the behaviour of the Gaullists. These results indicate that the confusion of the political line in the leadership of the Communist party did not produce outcomes different from other parties. The strategies and behaviour are fundamentally the same. It is just the degree of precision which varies.
Close examination of Table 5 indicates readily available measures to compare this similar behaviour of parties. The coefficients of victory indicate the increase (or decrease) in cohesion caused by approaching the 50-50 split between coalitions in the first round. The coefficients of proximity indicate the increase (or decrease) in cohesion caused by an equal split of the vote between partners in the first round. We can see from Table 5 that in visible politics, cohesion is more sensitive to variations of victory than to variations of proximity. Moreover, the ratio of the coefficients (victory/proximity) is a rate of substitution, that is a measure of how many points of increasing proximity will produce the same impact on cohesion as a one point decrease of victory. This ratio is 3.6 (=47/13) for the Socialist party, 7.8 (= 31/4) for the Communist party, 1.5 (= 19/13) for the RPR, and 2.3 (=28/12) for the UDF. So, although the behaviour of all parties is regulated by the same rules, in general the Right is more competitive than the Left (smaller coefficients), and the Communist party is by far more cooperative than the Socialists. Another indicator of the cohesion of coalitions is the estimated intercepts of cohesion, presented in Table 4 A similar analysis could be made with the coefficients in Table 5 . It should be kept in mind, however, that the coefficients are not statistically significant, and the results are less reliable. Besides, in this case there is no trade-off effect because the coefficients are all negative, and therefore the comparison is not interesting.
Because of this difference between visible and invisible politics in each constituency, the dominant party of the coalition which is ahead in the first round, can expect the support of its partner, but the dominant party of the losing coalition will find that some of the votes of its partner are missing. As a result, the winner of the first round can almost be assured of success in the second round. Indeed, out of the 404 constituencies there were only thirty-five where the Left victory, the more partners undermine each other. In view of the theory of Nested Games developed in Section II of this paper, the interpretation of this result is straightforward: each party attributes negative utility to its partner winning an additional seat. So, whenever there is an official excuse, or whenever the attention of the public is not concentrated on its behaviour, each party undermines its own partner. Thus, the difference in behaviour that arises from winning as distinct from losing in the first round can be attributed to the difference in the visibility between the two cases. The pattern of helping the partner when needed if politics are visible, while undermining the partner when invisible, is reflected in the behaviour of the UDF towards the Gaullists, and to both partners of the Left, but it is not observable in the behaviour of the Gaullists. These results indicate that the confusion of the political line in the leadership of the Communist party did not produce outcomes different from other parties. The strategies and behaviour are fundamentally the same. It is just the degree of precision which varies.
Because of this difference between visible and invisible politics in each constituency, the dominant party of the coalition which is ahead in the first round, can expect the support of its partner, but the dominant party of the losing coalition will find that some of the votes of its partner are missing. As a result, the winner of the first round can almost be assured of success in the second round. Indeed, out of the 404 constituencies there were only thirty-five where the Left came first in the first round but lost (8.5 per cent) and eighteen cases where the same happened to the Right (4.2 per cent).
One final observation can be made from a comparison of Tables 4 and 5 : the competitive behaviour inside the Right is reduced in front of a Communist opponent, regardless of whether politics is visible or invisible.
To summarize, there are two major differences between visible and invisible politics. Firstly, visible politics has much clearer rules than invisible politics. Secondly, while the competitive aspect of coalitions is always present, and while the closer the two partners are in the first round, the more votes will be missing in the second, the co-operative aspect is doubtful: parties attribute positive value to a seat for their partner only in visible politics. In invisible politics, there is only competition.
V. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION
Several of the results of this article should be considered in a broader framework. The discussion will distinguish three different subjects: (1) conclusions about France; (2) thoughts about the theory of Nested Games; (3) speculations about the distinction between visible and invisible politics.
France
In a recent article, Rochon and Pierce examine the cohesion of French coalitions and conclude that: 'The general rule for both sympathy and cooperative behaviour between the two parties will be that the coalition is most harmonious when it is least needed, that is when the success of one of the two parties in capturing a legislative seat is not at stake'.22 The data that Rochon and Pierce use are completely different from the data presented in this article and their analysis captures dynamic rather than cross-sectional characteristics. To the extent that they generalize their results, however, it seems that they are correct only part of the time. Contrary to their assertion, it is precisely when a coalition is about to win (visible politics), that votes are transfered when they are needed, that is, when a close outcome is expected. On the other hand, their conclusion holds for invisible politics. In that case the more the support of a partner is needed, the less it is offered.23
The conventional wisdom that the Communists transferred their votes while the Socialists did not can be explained to a certain extent, but can also be challenged. As we saw in Section iv, there is no fundamental difference between the behaviour of Communists and that of other parties. To summarize, there are two major differences between visible and invisible politics. Firstly, visible politics has much clearer rules than invisible politics. Secondly, while the competitive aspect of coalitions is always present, and while the closer the two partners are in the first round, the more votes will be missing in the second, the co-operative aspect is doubtful: parties attribute positive value to a seat for their partner only in visible politics. In invisible politics, there is only competition.
V. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION
France
V. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION
France
The conventional wisdom that the Communists transferred their votes while the Socialists did not can be explained to a certain extent, but can also be challenged. As we saw in Section iv, there is no fundamental difference between the behaviour of Communists and that of other parties. Spatial explanations have been offered to account for the difference in the pattern of vote transfers inside the Left. Indeed. we saw that, overall, the Communists are more faithful partners than the Socialists. However, this policy explanation is not sufficient. An additional reason for defective vote transfers, according to the theory of Nested Games, is intra-coalition competition. This competition is the result of closeness in the scores of the two parties in the first round. If, therefore, the Socialists appear to be more competitive than the Communists, it must be that when the Left is led by a Communist at the constituency level, the Socialist is usually only slightly behind, whereas when the Socialist is ahead, the Communist is a long way behind. Table 6 Spatial explanations have been offered to account for the difference in the pattern of vote transfers inside the Left. Indeed. we saw that, overall, the Communists are more faithful partners than the Socialists. However, this policy explanation is not sufficient. An additional reason for defective vote transfers, according to the theory of Nested Games, is intra-coalition competition. This competition is the result of closeness in the scores of the two parties in the first round. If, therefore, the Socialists appear to be more competitive than the Communists, it must be that when the Left is led by a Communist at the constituency level, the Socialist is usually only slightly behind, whereas when the Socialist is ahead, the Communist is a long way behind. Table 6 Spatial explanations have been offered to account for the difference in the pattern of vote transfers inside the Left. Indeed. we saw that, overall, the Communists are more faithful partners than the Socialists. However, this policy explanation is not sufficient. An additional reason for defective vote transfers, according to the theory of Nested Games, is intra-coalition competition. This competition is the result of closeness in the scores of the two parties in the first round. If, therefore, the Socialists appear to be more competitive than the Communists, it must be that when the Left is led by a Communist at the constituency level, the Socialist is usually only slightly behind, whereas when the Socialist is ahead, the Communist is a long way behind. Table 6 This last remark can be used to explain the evolution of strategies of different parties over time. Since only one election was considered in this paper, the political line of the parties was assumed to be stable, and was represented by the original payoff matrix (Table 1) . A more sophisticated framework would be concerned with the impact of constituency politics on the political line of parties at the national level. It is reasonable to expect that if the election results are anticipated to be distributed along (and below) the horizontal axis, the national line will be more co-operative, whereas if the election results are expected to be distributed across the vertical axis, deviations towards more competitive politics are likely. Thus, plotting the distributions of election results over time on the triangle is a way of providing an explanation for the strategy of the parties at the national level.
Nested Games.
The introduction to this article mentions cases where actors are involved in several games, and the choice of strategies in one game has implications for the other games. Nested Games help us to examine situations in which the payoff matrix itself is a contextually dependent variable. The field of application of such an approach is limited only by the information about the distribution of the relative strength of actors or the different payoffs.
In the formal approach, the payoffs were considered to be dependent on only one distance: from either the horizontal or the vertical axis. Moreover, a firstorder approximation was used to derive the formulas to be tested empirically. Both moves were simplifications; more realistic, sophisticated (and complicated) conclusions can be derived.
Finally, all the previous discussion assumed that the internal game was a Prisoners' Dilemma, Chicken or Assurance game, while the external game was competitive. There is no reason to restrict Nested Games to these situations. Any game could be used to develop the theory further. Right is expanding along and below the horizontal axis (visible politics), while the Left is concentrated around the origin and expands along the vertical axis. But, as we have said, whenever the distribution of election results is along and below the horizontal axis the coalition has the maximum cohesion, while whenever the distribution is along the vertical axis, competition increases.
The victory of the Right in 1978 can therefore be attributed to two factors: (1) an overall better quality of transfers; (2) a more favourable (asymmetric) distribution of strength between the partners which further improved the quality of transfers.
This last remark can be used to explain the evolution of strategies of different parties over time. Since only one election was considered in this paper, the political line of the parties was assumed to be stable, and was represented by the original payoff matrix (Table 1) . A more sophisticated framework would be concerned with the impact of constituency politics on the political line of parties at the national level. It is reasonable to expect that if the election results are anticipated to be distributed along (and below) the horizontal axis, the national line will be more co-operative, whereas if the election results are expected to be distributed across the vertical axis, deviations towards more competitive politics are likely. Thus, plotting the distributions of election results over time on the triangle is a way of providing an explanation for the strategy of the parties at the national level.
Finally, all the previous discussion assumed that the internal game was a Prisoners' Dilemma, Chicken or Assurance game, while the external game was competitive. There is no reason to restrict Nested Games to these situations. Any game could be used to develop the theory further. that Duverger's laws do not operate at the party-system level is that party strategies are part of visible politics, and therefore electoral considerations cannot be the exclusive basis for party choices. Inside a party, however, factions operate without any constraint (invisible politics) and, therefore, electoral considerations determine faction politics. There are several cases where we suspect that visible and invisible politics follow different rules. We know, for example, that secret diplomacy has different rules and different results from open diplomacy, but we do not know what the differences are because the former is secret. On the theoretical level, all the principal-agent literature in economics builds on this distinction and on the opportunities that a loose monitoring procedure provides for an agent.25
The principal-agent literature suggests that whenever a monitoring mechanism is installed, the behaviour of people is modified according to its effectiveness. No matter how self-evident this proposition seems to be, we have very few empirical examples. The reason is precisely the secrecy of invisible politics. This paper speculates that in visible politics people comply with the 'official' rules of the game, no matter what these rules are, while in invisible politics different rules apply. It also conjectures that the threshold point between visible and invisible politics is 50 per cent of the first round votes. We saw that in the case of French coalitions, visible politics means more intelligible behaviour in terms of the Nested Games model, while invisible politics generally means more confusing outcomes. Moreover, we saw that in invisible politics the game between partners is always competitive. Because of these differences between visible and invisible politics, the winning coalition in the first round is very likely to win in the second round, since it will enjoy the advantage of better vote transfers than its opponent. In fact, in only 12 per cent of the constituencies did the winner of the first round not win the seat.
To sum up, the differential distribution of strength at the local level accounts in large part for the variance of vote transfers inside coalitions. Parties (all parties) are more co-operative with their partner when a seat is at stake, and more competitive when they have approximately equal strength. However, if the first round suggests that a defeat is probable, each party undermines its own partner.
Finally, although France was chosen as the case study for the theory of Nested Games, there is nothing in the theory that restricts its applications to this particular country or this particular election. More analysis of these and other election results is necessary in order to examine and further refine the propositions of this article. that Duverger's laws do not operate at the party-system level is that party strategies are part of visible politics, and therefore electoral considerations cannot be the exclusive basis for party choices. Inside a party, however, factions operate without any constraint (invisible politics) and, therefore, electoral considerations determine faction politics. There are several cases where we suspect that visible and invisible politics follow different rules. We know, for example, that secret diplomacy has different rules and different results from open diplomacy, but we do not know what the differences are because the former is secret. On the theoretical level, all the principal-agent literature in economics builds on this distinction and on the opportunities that a loose monitoring procedure provides for an agent.25
Finally, although France was chosen as the case study for the theory of Nested Games, there is nothing in the theory that restricts its applications to this particular country or this particular election. More analysis of these and other election results is necessary in order to examine and further refine the propositions of this article. 
